Yet reprimanding these art-historical errors does not help us understand the spectacle and function of Degenerate Art. Whatever else they reveal about the function of modernist art in Nazi propaganda, the mistakes must also be seen as integral to the exhibition, displays by the National Socialist state of its power to exercise its will with impunity. Casual errors flaunt the speed with which this state was able to expropriate works from museums all over Germany so as to erect the exhibition in less than three weeks. Furthermore, the main targets of the exhibition are precisely those critics, dealers, and museum directors who claim to comprehend this between "the arts of those days and the art of our days."2 Yet the very need to make this distinction, to stage it so publicly, suggests that the difference between the two periods in art was a matter of some uncertainty. The works of German Expressionism that constitute the bulk of Degenerate Art had actually been the subject of much dispute in the early years of the National Socialist regime. When we look at the main ideological positions for and against a "National Socialist revolutionary art" that would have included Emil Nolde and Ernst Barlach (both of whom ended up in Degenerate Art), we see the extent to which the exhibition symbolically resolves and retrospectively disavows the vexed question of the historical place of German Expressionism within Nazism.
Not only artistic movements but also iconic figures about which the Nazis were ambivalent-Christ, in particular-appear in Degenerate Art. Here again, the Nazis' treatment of ambivalence offers us a fulcrum through which to think about the relationship between the two exhibitions. For many of the works displayed in this counter-exhibition are presented as "sullied" reflections of the same generic images the Nazis sanctified as Great German Art: farmers, soldiers, mothers, and landscapes. Yet what is most interesting about the structural relation between the two exhibitions is where it breaks down, as it does when we examine the logic of Degenerate Art's spectacular display of "mocking" images of Christ in its opening gallery. Ultimately, the Nazis' concern with "degenerate" representations of a figure about whom they were highly equivocal makes far more sense when understood (as will be developed further on) in relation to how the Great German Art Exhibition presents images of the sacred.
Furthermore, conspicuously absent from Degenerate Art are John Heartfield's photomontages from the late 1920s and early 1930s. As a devastating satirist of Nazi party policy and pretensions, Heartfield is an artist whose works one might well have expected to see in this exhibition: the Nazis, one would think, would have had much to gain by devaluing his work. In this light, Heartfield's exclusion suggests the criteria for inclusion in the exhibition and the strategies by which the Nazis stripped "degenerate" art works of their aura-strategies to which Heartfield's works were peculiarly immune.
The omission of Heartfield's work from Degenerate Art forces us to ask about the limits of the displayable in the exhibition. The disputes about Expressionism within Nazism, the relentlessly materializing manner of the exhibition's display structure (in which the works are presented as overpriced commodities), and the ultimate expulsion of these works from the German public sphere as so much dirt, or, following Mary Douglas, as "matter out of place"3-all of this points to Degenerate Art as an attempt to construct modernist art as abject, as analogous to OCTOBER OCTOBER that part of the self that must be expelled for it to (continue to) be constituted as "clean and proper," and the return of which threatens it with psychotic dissolution.4 At the same time, these sources of abjection are works of art the Nazis managed to integrate into their propaganda. If popular interest in the exhibition lead to its run in Munich being extended (over two million people are reported to have seen the show), it is clear that whatever danger the Nazis attributed to "degenerate" art works, this was a danger they thought their display could contain.
Does Degenerate Art compel us to start thinking in terms of an internally differentiated notion of the abject? Specifically, should we see material like Heartfield's, excluded even from a controlled display of the "degenerate," as a kind of second-order abject, that which the Nazis expel but cannot even bear to disavow publicly before doing so, an abject that cannot even be integrated into or contained by propaganda exhibitions? Does this material really threaten the Nazi self with the political equivalent of psychotic dissolution more acutely than the works exhibited as "degenerate"? Or does such inquiry incorrectly attribute to Nazism'too consistent a visual culture, too truth-oriented a version of ideology?
The Art of Our Days
If the divide between "Degenerate" and "Great German" art is marked by time-by Goebbels' distinction between "the arts of those days and the art of our days"-then the tertium comparitionis that enables the parallel is place, in particular, national territory: both exhibitions focus on German art. Adolf Ziegler and his assistants, whom Goebbels empowered to "select" works for Degenerate Art and, more generally, to clear German museums of works produced after 1910 that were symptomatic of the decay the Nazis ascribed to this era, did seize works by nonGerman modernist artists and could have displayed them, but they did not. Those non-German artists whose works were displayed in Munich either had been based in Germany (Kandinsky, Klee, and Feininger) or were among the sample of artists classified and exhibited in a separate room for being "Jewish, all too Jewish," like Chagall.
As it happens, the most heavily represented artist in Degenerate Art was Emil Nolde, who had been a Nazi party member since 1920. This is a telling detail. First, it reminds us that the majority of the works displayed as "degenerate" are examples of German Expressionism. Second, that the most visible target of this exhibition should be a Nazi party member is symptomatic of one of the major unspoken issues "addressed" in Degenerate Art. Prior to 1937, the position of German Expressionism within Nazi cultural politics was hotly contested, part of a struggle between Alfred Rosenberg andJoseph Goebbels for control of Nazi cultural policy. The Degenerate Art exhibition provides a symbolic resolution to this contest. that part of the self that must be expelled for it to (continue to) be constituted as "clean and proper," and the return of which threatens it with psychotic dissolution.4 At the same time, these sources of abjection are works of art the Nazis managed to integrate into their propaganda. If popular interest in the exhibition lead to its run in Munich being extended (over two million people are reported to have seen the show), it is clear that whatever danger the Nazis attributed to "degenerate" art works, this was a danger they thought their display could contain.
As it happens, the most heavily represented artist in Degenerate Art was Emil Nolde, who had been a Nazi party member since 1920. This is a telling detail. First, it reminds us that the majority of the works displayed as "degenerate" are examples of German Expressionism. Second, that the most visible target of this exhibition should be a Nazi party member is symptomatic of one of the major unspoken issues "addressed" in Degenerate Art. Prior to 1937, the position of German Expressionism within Nazi cultural politics was hotly contested, part of a struggle between Alfred Rosenberg andJoseph Goebbels for control of Nazi cultural policy. The Degenerate Art exhibition provides a symbolic resolution to this contest.
The broad outlines of what is known as the Rosenberg-Goebbels dispute are familiar enough. Rosenberg and the members of his Fighting League for German Culture proselytized for a strictly representationalist way of seeing according to which figural distortion was a sign of degeneracy-whether physical (in the subject), mental (in the painter), or political (in the circumstances that allowed such works to be recognized as art). The Goebbels-affiliated group Die Norden, on the other hand, claimed figural distortion and non-naturalistic use of color as part of an "expressive" and future-oriented vision appropriate to a "National Socialist revolutionary art"5-a particularly Nazi version of Expressionism, it should be noted, both "national" and "Nordic"6; a version in which Expressionists like the Jewish leftist Ludwig Meidner or the Russian-born Kandinsky had no part.
Although Goebbels ultimately won control of the Nazi cultural sphere-the Great German Art/Degenerate Art spectacle is his show-he is generally seen as having done so at a cost: renouncing his personal preferences (he was known to esteem the works of Nolde and Barlach, and attempted to further their careers in the early days of the regime), allowing the closure of pro-Expressionist Nazi organizations and publications, and exhibiting Degenerate Art according to the dictates of the Fighting League's antimodernist interpretive schema.
That the question of whether Expressionism was a species of "degeneracy" or of "National Socialist revolutionary art" could be argued at all, and that the latter position could, for a time, be supported in publications and state-supported exhibitions, sharply distinguishes German Expressionism from the other targets of negative Nazi propaganda with which it was ultimately identified. For the most part, the status of the Nazis' "bad objects" was beyond debate. No Nazi ever argued that promotion of the Jews, Weimar, communism, or democracy would, seen from the proper perspective or under slightly different historical circumstances, be compatible with National Socialist ideology; no Nazi could have ever argued this way and remained a Nazi.
Yet, because Expressionism did not become the official art of Nazi Germany, the Expressionist dispute within Nazism has aroused little interest among scholars of Nazi aesthetics: the dramatic condemnation of modernism is understood as intrinsic to fascist cultural politics. The ideological and cultural significance of even a "minor" and apparently eliminated position should not, however, be underestimated.7 The Nazis' contest over the meaning of Expressionism offers a crucial context for understanding the internal impetus behind a state-sponsored exhibition The broad outlines of what is known as the Rosenberg-Goebbels dispute are familiar enough. Rosenberg and the members of his Fighting League for German Culture proselytized for a strictly representationalist way of seeing according to which figural distortion was a sign of degeneracy-whether physical (in the subject), mental (in the painter), or political (in the circumstances that allowed such works to be recognized as art). The Goebbels-affiliated group Die Norden, on the other hand, claimed figural distortion and non-naturalistic use of color as part of an "expressive" and future-oriented vision appropriate to a "National Socialist revolutionary art"5-a particularly Nazi version of Expressionism, it should be noted, both "national" and "Nordic"6; a version in which Expressionists like the Jewish leftist Ludwig Meidner or the Russian-born Kandinsky had no part.
Yet, because Expressionism did not become the official art of Nazi Germany, the Expressionist dispute within Nazism has aroused little interest among scholars of Nazi aesthetics: the dramatic condemnation of modernism is understood as intrinsic to fascist cultural politics. The ideological and cultural significance of even a "minor" and apparently eliminated position should not, however, be underestimated.7 The Nazis' contest over the meaning of Expressionism offers a crucial context for understanding the internal impetus behind a state-sponsored exhibition More interesting than Rosenberg's already striking approval of aspects of Nolde's and Barlach's works is how he expresses this approval: the Nolde seascape is "strong" and "forceful," Barlach "dominates" materials, his woodcuts are "monumental." The works Rosenberg approves of are not the ones that look most like the way he thinks the world should look; they are the ones that best express "strength." This is not the language of adequate representation, but the Goebbelsian discourse of power and its expression. 
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and temporal signifier short-circuits discussion of its aesthetic properties. Rosenberg confesses that the artistic personalities in question were "in themselves" promotable and presumably therefore German, "Aryan," and potentially Nazi-in other words, that they possessed all of the qualities Die Norden found in Expressionist art.
Rosenberg's assertion that nevertheless the Nazi regime should not promote these artists rests quite explicitly on the need to negate the previous recognition afforded these artists during Weimar (the "November Republic") and on the imperative to exclude Jews from German culture without exception. He thus also brings to light one of the distinguishing features of Degenerate Art's ideology. German artists, as Germans, could not be wholly culpable for the "degenerate" art works they produced. Rosenberg suggests that, like the rest of the German nation, these artists (when they were not Jewish or Bolshevik) had simply been seduced by their "Jewish patrons" and betrayed by the "November criminals."
It is therefore no surprise to find the presentational structure of Degenerate Art to be obsessively concerned with the apparatus of art dealers and art criticism. Although the concept of "degenerate art" was, for the Nazis, intrinsically 'Jewish," images ofJews and works byJewish artists in the exhibition were few, and those on display were placed in a small, separate room. Degenerate Art emphasized, rather, the influence of Jewish critics and dealers. The Nazis prohibited art criticism in 1936, replacing it with "art description," justifying the ban in the same terms as their justification of the exhibition: as popular emancipation from excessively foreign,Jewish influences, and as giving the public a chance tojudge for themselves.
What this means, ironically enough, is that Degenerate Art is very much an exhibition of words. Specifically, it is largely an exhibition of quotations, most often extracts from works of art criticism that are meant to be revealed as false, absurd, when compared with the works to which they refer. These works are conveniently located next to the texts for the purpose of that comparison. Crucial to this comparative exercise are the other kind of words prominently on display in Degenerate Art: Nazi slogans that describe the works in question, dictate the "proper" meanings of the images, and prompt viewers to interpret the texts in question as either nonsense or swindle.
This performance of incomprehension in the face of art criticism masks the fact that Nazism, too, speaks a version of this language. Even the apparently most committed of anti-modernists, Alfred Rosenberg, speaks about this art in a manner sophisticated enough to reveal that he knows that paintings of blue horses need not be evidence of either artistic incompetence or defective eyesight. For the Nazis to exhibit Degenerate Art the way they do requires a disavowal of this knowledge. Further, calling for a demarcation of the boundary between "the arts of those days and the art of our days" demands, on Goebbels' part, the willful forgetting of how even the propagandistic spectacle that stages and demarcates this boundary might in some sense be of "those" rather than "our" days. The exhibit therefore appears to provide a provocative political context in which to and temporal signifier short-circuits discussion of its aesthetic properties. Rosenberg confesses that the artistic personalities in question were "in themselves" promotable and presumably therefore German, "Aryan," and potentially Nazi-in other words, that they possessed all of the qualities Die Norden found in Expressionist art.
This performance of incomprehension in the face of art criticism masks the fact that Nazism, too, speaks a version of this language. Even the apparently most committed of anti-modernists, Alfred Rosenberg, speaks about this art in a manner sophisticated enough to reveal that he knows that paintings of blue horses need not be evidence of either artistic incompetence or defective eyesight. For the Nazis to exhibit Degenerate Art the way they do requires a disavowal of this knowledge. Further, calling for a demarcation of the boundary between "the arts of those days and the art of our days" demands, on Goebbels' part, the willful forgetting of how even the propagandistic spectacle that stages and demarcates this boundary might in some sense be of "those" rather than "our" days. The exhibit therefore appears to provide a provocative political context in which to consider the implications ofJudith Butler's suggestion that the abject is that which is renounced as a possibility, the specter of which threatens the subject with psychotic dissolution.12 Read with an eye to the status of "Nordic Expressionism," Degenerate Art begins to look like a textual performance that is theatrical precisely to the extent that it forgets its very recent history.
Degenerate Christs
Working at this level of generality, the place of Degenerate Art within Nazi propaganda starts to look rather neat and easy to map out. But this map requires the overlooking of odd details, and reflections on the construction of certain objects as dirty or abject should be wary of a theory that puts everything into place. Although most of the works displayed were German Expressionist, telling the story of Expressionism does not tell the whole story of the exhibition. In particular, while an account of Expressionism under Nazism clarifies the performative function of the counter-exhibition, it does not tell us enough about that performance's structure and content.
In his speech to open Degenerate Art, Adolf Ziegler, who was responsible for the selection of works for both exhibitions, and whose triptych of nudes, The Four Elements (1936; later owned by Hitler), hung in Great German Art and contributed to his reputation as the "Master of German Pubic Hair," proclaimed that:
One has to be horrified, when, as an old soldier who served on the front, one sees how the German front-line soldier is spat upon and sullied, or when in other works the German mother is mocked by these swine as a lascivious whore or as a "real woman" with a facial expression of mindless imbecility, or when one sees how in a time during which the [Catholic] Center Party sat in government, public institutions could allow themselves to purchase so-called art works that ridiculed Christian symbols in a non-representational manner. All in all one can say that everything sacred to a decent German was necessarily trampled into the dirt here.13
Ziegler's statement proves to be the key to interpreting the contents of Degenerate Art in the light of its status as a counter-exhibition. If Degenerate Art, as Ziegler says, necessarily sullies everything the "decent German" holds sacred, its exhibition rooms should contain a kind of inverted guide to the Nazi sacred, a Nazi sacred that one might find displayed in Great German Art.
And the contents of the two exhibitions do reflect the relation that Ziegler describes: whenever something "holy to every decent German" is displayed as besmirched or polluted in the Degenerate Art exhibition, "cleansed" versions of the consider the implications ofJudith Butler's suggestion that the abject is that which is renounced as a possibility, the specter of which threatens the subject with psychotic dissolution.12 Read with an eye to the status of "Nordic Expressionism," Degenerate Art begins to look like a textual performance that is theatrical precisely to the extent that it forgets its very recent history.
And the contents of the two exhibitions do reflect the relation that Ziegler describes: whenever something "holy to every decent German" is displayed as besmirched or polluted in the Degenerate Art exhibition, "cleansed" versions of the Christian Gospels. The famous display of Ludwig Gies's Crucified Christ (1921; displayed as Christ), the first thing visitors saw when they entered the exhibition, is one of the more elaborately, even spectacularly, displayed elements of the entire show and in many ways representative of its techniques: the Nazis quote and ridicule a text praising Crucified Christ, and beneath the work itself stick a photograph of the sculpture as it was displayed in Liibeck's cathedral. Next to this photograph they attach a text that proclaims that this "horror" functioned in the cathedral as a "War Memorial to Heroes." Thus the Nazis introduce their public to the concept of "degenerate art." They present this "sullied" religious imagery in a way that would lead one to expect that "cleansed" versions of these images would appear in the Nazis' Temple of Art. But here the symmetry that otherwise holds between the two exhibitions seems to break down: in the House of German Art there are no "cleansed" visions of the Christian Bible.
There is, it must be said, something puzzling about the Nazi focus on "mocking" images of Christ. Despite the complicity of the Christian church with some of the more heinous aspects of Nazi policy, and despite the anti-Semitic resources Christian dogma offered the National Socialists, significant political and ideological antagonism existed between Christian and Nazi institutions. Furthermore, the representation of Christ presented obvious problems for a state obsessed with "racial purity" and a solution to the "Jewish problem." Christ's "racial" status preoccupied the Nazis throughout the duration of their Reich. Evidence of continued attention to the issue of Christ's race as late in the game for the Nazis as 1944 indicates that the issue never gets resolved for them, nor can it simply be forgotten.17 Not knowing what to think nor what they wanted to think about Christ's "heritage," the Nazis continued to find him an ambivalent, troubling figure.
The only conceivable Great German parallels to Degenerate Art's images of Christ are the portraits there of Nazism's central object of devotion; when the "sullied" images of Christ are "cleansed" in the House of German Art they turn out to look like Hitler. The ten portraits and busts of Hitler that grace the Great German Art exhibition furnish its parallel to Degenerate Art's preoccupation with images of Christ and the New Testament.18 These representations of Hitler correspond to, even necessitate, the counter-exhibition's preoccupation with sacred experience and authority, and the proper attitude toward that authority. The Nazi investment in the symbolism of Christianity in Degenerate Art follows from the way the Nazis stage political power, and in particular, how they produce the Fiihrerkult. Sacred symbolism is important to Nazism in a way that Christianity is not.
17.
See Christian Gospels. The famous display of Ludwig Gies's Crucified Christ (1921; displayed as Christ), the first thing visitors saw when they entered the exhibition, is one of the more elaborately, even spectacularly, displayed elements of the entire show and in many ways representative of its techniques: the Nazis quote and ridicule a text praising Crucified Christ, and beneath the work itself stick a photograph of the sculpture as it was displayed in Liibeck's cathedral. Next to this photograph they attach a text that proclaims that this "horror" functioned in the cathedral as a "War Memorial to Heroes."
Thus the Nazis introduce their public to the concept of "degenerate art." They present this "sullied" religious imagery in a way that would lead one to expect that "cleansed" versions of these images would appear in the Nazis' Temple of Art. But here the symmetry that otherwise holds between the two exhibitions seems to break down: in the House of German Art there are no "cleansed" visions of the Christian Bible.
See The hypothesis of a relationship between the exhibition of images of Hitler and those of Christ helps account for many peculiarities in Degenerate Art's presentation of religion. Whereas most of the Degenerate Art wall texts that describe trampled images of "what is holy to decent Germans" name icons-"German Heroes," "German Woman Ideal," "German Farmers"-Nazi references to New Testament images avoid referring to the (non-German) "Christ," "Apostles," and so on. The Nazis' references are instead to the quality of iconicity or symbolism itself, upon which a "degenerate" outrage has been perpetrated. Thus Ziegler refers in his speech to Christian symbols, but does not say just which symbols are besmirched. Similarly, in the exhibition catalogue one finds comments like, "Any person of normal sensibilities ... whatever his own religious allegiance ... can only regard [these paintings] as a shameless mockery of any religious idea" (emphasis in the original). Whatever his allegiance; any religious idea: these are oddly ecumenical turns for a party that usually celebrates "fanatical" devotion to sacred tasks like art, politics, and war. The "degenerate" religious paintings are described as "figures of Christian legend" (emphasis in the original). Not Scripture or Holy Writ, but legend-as if the texts were simply a source of traditions and myths and did not have the status, for Christians, of divine revelation: "This is our oldest and most revered tale" not "This is the Word of the Lord."
The language of the wall text in the "religion room"-"Under the Catholic Center's rule, impudent mockery of the God-experience"-echoes
Ziegler, but with a twist that most glaringly discloses the ambiguous role of Christian symbolism in this exhibition and its better fit with the Nazi sacralization of politics. The German compound word that I have translated as "the God-experience" is a neologism, Gotterleben. Ordinarily, if one were to speak of a divine experience in German, one would employ the term Gotteserlebnis: experience [Erlebnis] of God [Gottes, the genitive form of Gott]. It is a term that suggests a temporally circumscribed event that happens to one: the apprehension, mediated by the genitive case, of God, in whatever manifestation He chooses to appear. Erleben, on the other hand, is a rarely used noun form of a verb that means experience. Erleben compounds are scarce, but somewhat less so in Nazi German: the painter Wolfgang Willrich, for one, whose antimodernist tirade Cleansing of the Art Temple (1937) served as a blueprint for much of the Degenerate Art exhibition, employs them with alacrity, especially when referring to another sacred experience, that of art, which he calls Kunsterleben. Whereas an Erlebnis is of the moment, an Erleben implies a form of experiencing with mystical connotations more likely to emerge from an attitude of sustained devotion. Grammatically, Gotterleben also suggests a direct relation, God experienced without mediation (notice the absence of the genitive). Hence my rendering: "the God-experience." An awkward translation, but all the more accurate for that awkwardness.
The best place to start looking for a parallel to this notion of Gotterleben in the exhibition of Great German Art is in a picture by Hermann Otto Hoyer that shows a young Adolf Hitler addressing an assembly in a small, dark room. Hoyer
The hypothesis of a relationship between the exhibition of images of Hitler and those of Christ helps account for many peculiarities in Degenerate Art's presentation of religion. Whereas most of the Degenerate Art wall texts that describe trampled images of "what is holy to decent Germans" name icons-"German Heroes," "German Woman Ideal," "German Farmers"-Nazi references to New Testament images avoid referring to the (non-German) "Christ," "Apostles," and so on. The Nazis' references are instead to the quality of iconicity or symbolism itself, upon which a "degenerate" outrage has been perpetrated. Thus Ziegler refers in his speech to Christian symbols, but does not say just which symbols are besmirched. Similarly, in the exhibition catalogue one finds comments like, "Any person of normal sensibilities ... whatever his own religious allegiance ... can only regard [these paintings] as a shameless mockery of any religious idea" (emphasis in the original). Whatever his allegiance; any religious idea: these are oddly ecumenical turns for a party that usually celebrates "fanatical" devotion to sacred tasks like art, politics, and war. The "degenerate" religious paintings are described as "figures of Christian legend" (emphasis in the original). Not Scripture or Holy Writ, but legend-as if the texts were simply a source of traditions and myths and did not have the status, for Christians, of divine revelation: "This is our oldest and most revered tale" not "This is the Word of the Lord."
Ziegler, but with a twist that most glaringly discloses the ambiguous role of Christian symbolism in this exhibition and its better fit with the Nazi sacralization of politics. The German compound word that I have translated as "the God-experience" is a neologism, Gotterleben. Ordinarily, if one were to speak of a divine experience in German, one would employ the term Gotteserlebnis: experience [Erlebnis] of God [Gottes, the genitive form of Gott]. It is a term that suggests a temporally circumscribed event that happens to one: the apprehension, mediated by the genitive case, of God, in whatever manifestation He chooses to appear. Erleben, on the other hand, is a rarely used noun form of a verb that means experience. Erleben compounds are scarce, but somewhat less so in Nazi German: the painter Wolfgang Willrich, for one, whose antimodernist tirade Cleansing of the Art Temple Appealing to a taboo on negative images of Hitler does not, for instance, solve the larger puzzle of why Heartfield's other works, those less directly offensive to the Fiihrerprinzip and lacking the faces of any party members at all, are also missing from the exhibition. Heartfield's name appears only once in Degenerate Art: as the "comonteur" (with George Grosz) of the April 1920 cover of Der Dada Nr 3. Heartfield's work was well-known to the Nazi cultural establishment and he himself was familiar enough as part of the group of artists and writers-including both his friend Grosz and his brother, Wieland Herzfelde-who came under attack in Degenerate Art to warrant, on the face of it, extensive inclusion in the exhibition. Not that inclusion is a perverse sign of modernist merit, but a certain milieu, of which Heartfield was a prominent part, was under concerted assault in Degenerate Art, and yet his name and work were essentially invisible there.
The absence of Heartfield's work from the Degenerate Art exhibition is a telling omission bound up with the fact that his photomontages are designed for mechanical reproduction, popular consumption, and "enlightenment." Their inclusion in the counter-exhibition would have demanded changing the central
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In light of such considerations it is worth asking how a collection of Nazi-approved Christian iconography would change the way we think about Nazi ideology. Appealing to a taboo on negative images of Hitler does not, for instance, solve the larger puzzle of why Heartfield's other works, those less directly offensive to the Fiihrerprinzip and lacking the faces of any party members at all, are also missing from the exhibition. Heartfield's name appears only once in Degenerate Art: as the "comonteur" (with George Grosz) of the April 1920 cover of Der Dada Nr 3. Heartfield's work was well-known to the Nazi cultural establishment and he himself was familiar enough as part of the group of artists and writers-including both his friend Grosz and his brother, Wieland Herzfelde-who came under attack in Degenerate Art to warrant, on the face of it, extensive inclusion in the exhibition. Not that inclusion is a perverse sign of modernist merit, but a certain milieu, of which Heartfield was a prominent part, was under concerted assault in Degenerate Art, and yet his name and work were essentially invisible there.
In light of such considerations it is worth asking how a collection of Nazi-approved Christian iconography would change the way we think about Nazi ideology. targets of the Munich exhibition from the Weimar art world to the communist press and would have at least implicitly exposed the technological and comparative means by which the notion of "degenerate art" itself is constructed for the German public. Goebbels' mandate for the Degenerate Art exhibition charges Ziegler to expropriate "degenerate" works purchased by German museums after 1910; it does not cover images published in the press. The absence of the photomontages Heartfield produced for the communist press thus reminds us, first of all, that the Munich Degenerate Art exhibition is largely about art institutions and their administration. We see this most conspicuously in the large red stickers that were placed under most of the works announcing "Paid for with the hard-earned wages of German working Volk." Accompanying the red stickers were labels disclosing what had been paid for the objects, figures that could appear astronomically high if the purchase had been made during the German hyperinflation of the early 1920s. targets of the Munich exhibition from the Weimar art world to the communist press and would have at least implicitly exposed the technological and comparative means by which the notion of "degenerate art" itself is constructed for the German public. Goebbels' mandate for the Degenerate Art exhibition charges Ziegler to expropriate "degenerate" works purchased by German museums after 1910; it does not cover images published in the press. The absence of the photomontages Heartfield produced for the communist press thus reminds us, first of all, that the Munich Degenerate Art exhibition is largely about art institutions and their administration. We see this most conspicuously in the large red stickers that were placed under most of the works announcing "Paid for with the hard-earned wages of German working Volk." Accompanying the red stickers were labels disclosing what had been paid for the objects, figures that could appear astronomically high if the purchase had been made during the German hyperinflation of the early 1920s.
The stickers provide a point of identification-with the "German working Volk"-from which viewers could 'judge for themselves" whether the works in question (displayed as "mockeries" of sacred German icons and celebrations of "degenerate" ideals) bore either some generalizable use-value or an immediately recognizable "spiritual" value commensurate with the price on the tag. The stickers work, in short, to reconfigure the objects in question as overpriced commodities and to divest them of the auratic effects of institutional consecration, relocating them outside the domain of artistic tradition and into that of state administration.
The Nazis attribute blame for this misspending of the hard-working German Volk's wages quite specifically, with interesting consequences for the staging of the exhibition. Much of the first downstairs room of Degenerate Art, for example, is devoted to an attack on the Dresden City Museum's former director, Paul Ferdinand Schmidt.22 Most striking about the hanging is an arrangement of paintings confiscated from that museum: the pictures literally surround a wall text that attributes the decision to buy them to "Dr. P. F. Schmidt." The works serve, in other words, as illustrations of his purchasing policy: the "attribution" of these pictures not to individual artists, but to the museum's long-since fired director is the corollary of the Rosenbergian notion that the artists themselves were somehow "innocent" victims of the machinations of the art world.
To the extent that Degenerate Art is simply an assault on the museum and its power to consecrate works of art, it has more in common with the avant-garde of the early twentieth century than with, say, the cultural reaction of the French Academy's anti-Impressionism in the years of Impressionism's rise: less a failure to grant recognition to an emergent mode of representation than a concerted attempt to strip works already recognized as art of their consecrated status. After all, avant-garde movements such as Marinetti's Futurism and much of Dadaism are also dedicated to the elimination of the museum and its contents. Yet unlike the early avant-garde, as the celebration of the monumental House of German Art reminds us, the Nazis do not attack museums as such. They attack museums only insofar as museums are not National Socialist "art temples." Their concentrated assault on Schmidt shows that, as problematic as the Nazis find the state of the institution of art in the early twentieth century, they do not critique the institution itself. Furthermore, their attempt to "make strange" curatorial decisions and purchases is not self-reflexive: there is no invitation within Degenerate Art to reflect on how the works for this exhibition were selected and presented, nor to question the authority of those responsible for doing so. Nor are the works of art in the House of German Art displayed with red stickers, although they, too, are presumably purchased with the taxes of the "German working Volk" (when not with funds The stickers provide a point of identification-with the "German working Volk"-from which viewers could 'judge for themselves" whether the works in question (displayed as "mockeries" of sacred German icons and celebrations of "degenerate" ideals) bore either some generalizable use-value or an immediately recognizable "spiritual" value commensurate with the price on the tag. The stickers work, in short, to reconfigure the objects in question as overpriced commodities and to divest them of the auratic effects of institutional consecration, relocating them outside the domain of artistic tradition and into that of state administration.
To the extent that Degenerate Art is simply an assault on the museum and its power to consecrate works of art, it has more in common with the avant-garde of the early twentieth century than with, say, the cultural reaction of the French Academy's anti-Impressionism in the years of Impressionism's rise: less a failure to grant recognition to an emergent mode of representation than a concerted attempt to strip works already recognized as art of their consecrated status. After all, avant-garde movements such as Marinetti's Futurism and much of Dadaism are also dedicated to the elimination of the museum and its contents. Yet unlike the early avant-garde, as the celebration of the monumental House of German Art reminds us, the Nazis do not attack museums as such. They attack museums only insofar as museums are not National Socialist "art temples." Their concentrated assault on Schmidt shows that, as problematic as the Nazis find the state of the institution of art in the early twentieth century, they do not critique the institution itself. Furthermore, their attempt to "make strange" curatorial decisions and purchases is not self-reflexive: there is no invitation within Degenerate Art to reflect on how the works for this exhibition were selected and presented, nor to question the authority of those responsible for doing so. Nor are the works of art in the House of German Art displayed with red stickers, although they, too, are presumably purchased with the taxes of the "German working Volk" (when not with funds The examples Schultze-Naumburg provides of artistic representations that "correspond to the corporeality of the Nordic people" are, for the most part, portraits (he favors works by Rubens, Raphael, Rembrandt, Michelangelo, and Botticelli): faces or "physiognomies" of artists and types whose characteristics correspond to those promoted by Nazi racial ideals. Schultze-Naumburg demonstrates ideal corporeality through the photographic reproduction and manipulation of these works, cropping the images he selects to show how particular body parts-especially legs and hands-are crafted. Photography comes more strikingly to the fore, however, in his examples of the "people of other kinds." Ten pages of Art and Racejuxtapose works by, among others, Picasso, Schmidt-Rottluff, Modigliani, and Nolde with photographs of people whose features are, for want of a better way to put it, grossly deformed.25 The photographs are meant to document the affinity of modernist portraits with the bodies of "degenerates" and thus, according to Schultze-Naumburg's theory, to show the deleterious effects of modernist art upon the health of the "Nordic race." For Schultze-Naumburg, the loss of the artistic canon's centeredness upon Nordic corporeality leads to the contamination and degeneration of both art and race-actually, of course, not a lost center, but a fantasy of loss in the interests of a criticism of the present. Recall Walter Benjamin on mechanical reproducibility: "The technique of reproduction detaches the reproduced object from the domain of tradition." Schultze-Naumburg's juxtaposition strips the reproduced works of their aura by detaching them from the domain of artistic tradition and relocating them alongside scientific photographs: the work of art is no longer a token of the tradition of which it is a part but a document of a pathological physical condition.
25.
Ibid., pp. 114-23.
Yet Schultze-Naumburg's treatment of the moderns is not unequivocally as ahistorical as the pathologization of these works implies. The reproductions of objects by revered "old masters" comprise, if you will, a Schultze-Naumburgian artistic tradition, albeit of a highly selective, hermetically sealed, and racist sort, but all the more effective as propaganda for that. In its use of selected and cropped images, Art and Race presents artistic tradition as something immediately self-evident and assumes modernist portraiture's deviation from this tradition to be equally visible to the "untrained eye." Art and Race's presentation of modernist works derives its force not only from the comparisons with medical photographs, but also from the contrast of these reproductions of modernist works and medical cases with the pages of representational European portraiture-purported examples of the "ideal corporeality of the Nordic type"-that precede them.
Scholars of Nazi cultural policy tend to interpret Nazi aesthetics as regressive, as bourgeois insistences on representational realism and appeals to images that correlate directly to realities: Georg Yet Schultze-Naumburg's treatment of the moderns is not unequivocally as ahistorical as the pathologization of these works implies. The reproductions of objects by revered "old masters" comprise, if you will, a Schultze-Naumburgian artistic tradition, albeit of a highly selective, hermetically sealed, and racist sort, but all the more effective as propaganda for that. In its use of selected and cropped images, Art and Race presents artistic tradition as something immediately self-evident and assumes modernist portraiture's deviation from this tradition to be equally visible to the "untrained eye." Art and Race's presentation of modernist works derives its force not only from the comparisons with medical photographs, but also from the contrast of these reproductions of modernist works and medical cases with the pages of representational European portraiture-purported examples of the "ideal corporeality of the Nordic type"-that precede them.
Scholars of Nazi cultural policy tend to interpret Nazi aesthetics as regressive, as bourgeois insistences on representational realism and appeals to images that correlate directly to realities: Georg works that appear in the Great German Art exhibition.28 Yet despite the use of photographic reproduction to promote the art they sanctioned, the Nazis did not appear to regard photomontage as art, and especially not as art they could display as "degenerate." We are now closer to understanding why. Reproducibility is not an unstated assumption in Heartfield's work: it is explicitly articulated. Nor does Heartfield conceal photography's malleability, the freedom that photography affords one to confound the line between image and reality, a freedom afforded by the commonsense intuition that what photography
